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realists, knowledge of extra mental reality is the three-term
relation, viz, of the mind, the object and the content.
Moore, however, depicts this relation between a sense
datum and a character.841 Russell speaks of knowledge as
a relation between a knowing subject and the object
known.85 James is of the view that knowledge is a relation
of two modes of the same entity-the knower and the object
known. According to him, the relation is a part of pure
experience; one of its terms becomes the subject of know-
ledge and the other becomes the object known.36 Accor-
ding to American neo-realists, knowledge is a relation
not between a knowing subject and a known object but
between two objects.

This theory has been criticized by logicians both in
the west and the east. Reid rejects it on the ground that
knowledge is not itself a relation, but the apprehension of
relations.87 In Indian Philosophy, the Bhattas are perhaps
the most outspoken critics'of this theory.33 It is a fact that
in the acquisition of knowledge a subject and an object
come to be related together, but this relation does not
constitute knowledge. In other words, knowledge itself is
not a relation.

According to Kumarila, there is nowhere a relation
which is not based on some action on the part of some
agent. ParthasarathFs analysis echoeskhe same view. He
states that without an occasional cause a subject-object
relation cannot arise between the self and the object.89 The
Naiyayikas reject this theory on the ground that knowledge
may be said to arise out of the relation between the sou8
and the body, but it Ss not simply a relation between the
two. It is rather a quality of the soul. Jayanta naturally
endorses Nyaya view.

The third view with regard to knowledge is that it is
a quality. Descartes and his followers maintain that thou-
ght is the essential attribute of the soul, just as extension
is essential attribute of matter. The Nyaya, the Vaisesika